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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to because of minor informalities including: 

(A) In Figure 1 , "Flash ROM" should replace "FlashRom". 

(B) In Figures 4B and 5B, "AMBA" and "Amba" are used interchangeably. 

(C) In Figures 4B and 5B, "Queue" and "Q" are used interchangeably. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement 
drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version 
of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an 
amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be 
canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and 
where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes 
made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. 
Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the 
remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application 
must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

2. The specification is objected to because: 

(A) The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is 
clearly indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

(B) The parent application information in the first paragraph on page 1 should 
be updated, i.e., now U.S. Patent No. 6,728,845". 

3. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any errors of which applicant 
may become aware in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

(A) As for claim 18, line 6, "an order queue to queue ordered requests" is 
vague and confusing. This language does not represent the order queue 
described in the specification. The requests are kept in a default queue - the 
order queue, to keep them in a specific order when the even/odd option is not 
selected. Note pages 29 and 30 of the specification. 



Application/Control Number: 10/776,702 
Art Unit: 2189 



Page 4 



To overcome this rejection, line 6 should be replaced with the following: 

"an order queue that maintains the order of reference requests by allowing a 
processor to have multiple memory references outstanding of which only its last 
memory reference needs to signal a completion". 

(B) As for claim 19, is vague and does not represent the read lock fail queue 

described in the specification. The claim suggests that requests will be sent to 

locked memory, whereas this queue contains requests that have already failed 

because memory was locked. 

To overcome this rejection, line 2 should be replaced with the following: 
"queue to hold read memory reference requests that fail because of a lock 
existing on a portion of memory". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



7. Claims 18, 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hunter et al., U.S. 6,665,699, in view of Kleist etal., U.S. 3,623,001. 

(A) As for claim 18, Hunter et al. teaches a method of controlling access to a 
Static Random Access Memory (note column 2, lines 62), the method comprising: 
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providing a set of queues (note dispatch queues 130) that store entries for 
requests received from multiple programmable processors (note processors 90), the set 
including: 

a read queue to queue read requests (note that all of the dispatch queues 
are read/write queues, which include within their scope the claimed "read queue", since 
they queue read requests)] and 

an order queue to queue ordered requests (note that the claimed "order 
queue" is simply a default queue for storing requests in order, which are included in the 
scope of the generic read/write dispatch queues). 

As for consecutively servicing chained requests in a one of the queues before 
servicing another one of the queues, this is not explicitly stated in Hunter et al., although 
it is suggested. Note column 4, lines 39-40, which state, "when a processor finishes 
what it is currently doing, it looks in the dispatch queues 130 for the next thing to do" 
(emphasis added). Furthermore, in every example of chained requests given in the 
Hunter et al. system, the chain is executed to completion, barring special interrupts. 
However, the benefits of allowing a chain of commands to run to completion before 
switching to a next task are well known to one of ordinary skill in the art. As an 
example, the concept is described more eloquently for data processing systems in 
general in Kleist et al., column 9, lines 1 1-28. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to consecutively service chained requests in a one of the queues 
before servicing another one of the queues in the system of Hunter et al., as suggested 
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by Kleist et al., since (1) Hunter et al. states , "when a processor finishes what it is 
currently doing, it looks in the dispatch queues 130 for the next thing to do", (2) in every 
example of chained requests given in the Hunter et al. system, the chain is executed to 
completion, barring special interrupts, and, most importantly, (3) allowing chains of 
commands to run to completion reduces the error rate in data processing and thus 
results in more efficient performance. 

(B) As for claim 21 , wherein the set of queues further comprises a read/write 
queue (note that all of the dispatch queues are read/write queues because they contain 
both input and output operations for the processors; note Hunter et al., column 4, lines 
37-50) to store queue entries for memory requests received from a core processor (i.e., 
one of the processors 90). 

(C) As for claim 22, further comprising receiving packets (i.e., "chunk of data", 
note column 1, line 33, or simply "data", note Hunter etal., column 2, line 55) via at least 
one media access controller (note control unit 86) 



Double Patenting 

8. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
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F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 



9. Claims 18-22 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-17 of U.S. Patent No. 6,427,196. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because each of the features of the present claims is either explicitly taught 
or suggested by the claims of the patent. 



10. Claims 18-22 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-18 of U.S. Patent No. 6,728,845. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because each of the features of the present claims is either explicitly taught 
or suggested by the claims of the patent. 



Application/Control Number: 10/776,702 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2189 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 1 9 and 20 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including 
all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims, including the 
corrections to claims 18 and 19 suggested by the examiner above and accompanied by 
terminal disclaimers in accordance with Sections 8-10 of this Office action. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James Peikari whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4185. The examiner is generally available between 7:00 am and 7:30 pm, EST, 
Monday through Wednesday, and between 5:30 am and 4:00 pm on Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Reginald Bragdon, can be reached at (571) 272-4204. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 



Application/Control Number: 10/776,702 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2189 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




B. James Peikari 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2189 
1/4/07 



